This paper reports the construction of a teacher rating instrument designed to monitor the social and emotional development of school age children and young people (4±17 years). The instrument was developed by reviewing previously implemented checklists to build an extensive list of behavioural and emotional criteria and through the use of focus groups to establish the views of key stakeholders. The criteria were categorized according to three areas: conduct, emotion and learning. The initial instrument of 21 items was piloted and amended accordingly. The ®nal trial of the instrument was carried out on a sample of 7285 pupils from a cross-section of UK schools. A principal component factor analysis con®rmed the division of the scale into three factors. The instrument was supported by trends showing that the distributions were different for different types of schools and between males and females. The ®nal version of the instrument was amended to include 15 items, ®ve in each category (conduct, emotion, learning), all expressed positively on a six-point scale. The scale is a useful tool for providing a basis for a strategic discourse between staff in planning approaches to the emotional and behavioural development of students in school.
The scope of the project Background This paper details the development of an instrument designed to monitor pupils' emotional and behavioural development in early years and school settings. The work was undertaken for the Quali®cations and Curriculum Authority (QCA) in England, with the primary purpose of providing an evidence base to inform the cyclical process of school review and target-setting to support the social and emotional development of groups of pupils (DfEE, 1998) .
The intention was that the instrument would facilitate school improvement in both Mainstream and Special School settings, across Key Stages 1±4, balancing the focus upon educational attainment which was, by this time, well-established in schools, with data routinely collected and used within rigorous externally accountable cycles of assessment, data analysis, target-setting, and planning for continuous improvement. The aim of the commissioned assessment instrument (hereafter referred to as the Scale) was to provide a simple framework that could assist educational settings in monitoring and planning provision for the social and emotional development of children and young people, in conjunction with a focus on raising standards of academic attainment.
The intention of the Scale was for use by teachers to monitor the development of all pupils rather than simply to pro®le pupils whose development gave cause for concern. Consequently, the instrument needed to meet a number of criteria; namely, be simple; be capable of being easily understood and used without extensive training or specialized skills in test administration or structured observation; be quick to administer, score and analyse; cover a wide age range; be suitable for whole school use; and provide valid and reliable data.
For the emotional and behavioural dif®culties (EBD) context in the UK, important issues about assessment are raised by recent legislation (DfEE, 1997) , particularly with respect to how target-setting and new forms of assessment may be linked effectively to teaching and learning (DfE, 1993) . For an assessment-based curriculum to work, there is a need for a process which not only provides a record of accountability, but also positions evaluation and continuous assessment at the heart of a working pedagogy and school practice (Margerison & Rayner, 1999) .
It was intended that the Scale should have value in: d monitoring pupil progress; d aiding teachers in analysing patterns of strength and weakness, and targeting teaching and other forms of intervention accurately; and d facilitating the internal formative evaluation of the effectiveness of each school's personal, social and health education and citizenship curricula.
Overall, therefore, it was envisaged that the assessment of emotional and behavioural competence would have value in driving curriculum development, teaching practice and school effectiveness, through informing cycles of individual and group development, which are understood to underpin work aimed at school improvement (see Figure 1 ). In commissioning the development of the Scale, DfES/QCA were mindful that improved emotional adjustment and behaviour will, in the majority of cases, produce better learning, and that this, in turn, is likely to enhance self-perception and self-ef®cacy. This results in an increase in motivation, which in turn, leads to even better behaviour and academic learning. The components of this cycle of development re¯ect aspects of emotional growth and process skills (Greenhalgh, 1994) . The two critical phases of the Improvement Cycle are behavioural and emotional development (1) and learning (2). If pupils do not engage then they will not learn, but even if they do attend to their studies and the teaching is not effective they still will not learn. Behaviour management and appropriate meaningful programmes of instruction need to be combined together to generate an Improvement Cycle. Additionally, of course, socially skilful behaviour and emotional resilience are accepted in society as valued ends in themselves, regardless of their instrumental value in teaching and learning.
Methodological considerations and implications for study design
While the present project was targeted on the construction of a rating scale that could be used to monitor emotional and behavioural development, it is important to acknowledge that the Emotional and Behavioural Development Scale should be one element within a more comprehensive assessment and curriculum process in schools. Additionally, the process of assessment and interpretation of data would need to take account of the fact that the assessment process would inevitably be subjective, and that the object of assessment (pupil behaviour and emotional processing skills) is inconsistent, varying considerably across situations, and at different points in time. Burrell and Morgan (1979) provide an account of social reality based upon bipolar representations of ontology, epistemology, and human nature, and discuss the research methodologies that can legitimately be used in the light of the philosophical stance adopted. These bipolar representations are based along a subjectivistobjectivist continuum:
Ontology is concerned with assumptions made about the nature of truth or reality, in relation to the social phenomena that are the subject of analysis. Debate centres upon the extent to which reality is external to, and independent of the individual, or in contrast, resides within the individualÐthe product of her/his individual cognitive processes. At one end of the continuum are the realist or objectivist beliefs that have characterized traditional scienti®c research, which assume that objective realities exist; such a perspective would view pupils' behavioural traits as stable entities, which, subject to due rigour within the assessment process, would be rated equivalently by different observers, so assuring very high rates of inter-rater reliability. This orientation is contrasted with nominalist, relativist or subjectivist positions, which assume that objects in the world have no meaning or existence independent of the individual who perceives them: reality is socially constructed. Within the subjectivist, or relativist paradigm, judgements about a pupil's emotional and behavioural development would depend as much upon the observer, the contexts in which observations had been collected, the mind-set of the observer, and her relationship with the pupil who is the object of her attention, and the relation of both observer and pupil to the contexts within which the observations are made. Such an interactionist, ecological view allows for the social construction of reality, and the legitimacy of different observers seeing different things and forming different judgements, because of the different positions they hold, which may lead to different perceptions of the same events, and/or to different events occurring within the social contexts which different individuals create.
Epistemology is concerned with the study of knowledge. Cohen et al. (2001) explain how the epistemological approach adopted by a researcher will have a major impact upon how s/he will choose to explore, or uncover relationships between areas of knowledge or social behaviour. On the one hand, a positivist (objectivist) approach would view knowledge as hard: a question of facts to be acquired; on the other hand, an anti-positivist (subjectivist) orientation would view knowledge as inherently valueladen, personal to the individual, and the product of personal experience. As Cohen et al. (2001) suggest, the epistemological approach adopted by a researcher will clearly impact on how s/he might set out to explore and uncover knowledge about human behaviour.
Views about human nature are concerned with the relationship that exists between humans and their environment. As Burrell and Morgan (1979) suggest, an objectivist/ determinist position views humans as responding in a mechanistic, or even deterministic fashion to situations encountered in the external world. Human beings are regarded as products of the environment. In contrast, a subjective/voluntarist position views human beings as occupying a more dynamic role, characterized by free will, and the capacity to in¯uence or create their environment.
These dimensions are signi®cant in positioning the present study, which adopts an interpretive methodological stance that is concerned with collating the subjective perceptions, experiences and beliefs of members of staff within the speci®c work settings in which they encounter the children whose social and emotional skills they assess. The development team anticipated that in some schools, pupils would also be invited to use the Scale, to contribute their own self-assessment data, and compare this with teacher perspectives. Sherman and Webb (1988) argue that an interpretive approach to research should be located in a natural setting, acknowledging the place of context in shaping behaviour, and seeking to give those who are the subject of the research opportunities to take an active role in speaking for themselves. The approach seeks discovery of subjective realities, which may form the basis for theory development, in contrast to the role of traditional empiricist research in seeking to verify a pre-existing theory (Guba & Lincoln, 1989) .
This paradigm has major implications for the conceptualization of the assessment process, and the status of the data collected. Given the essentially subjective nature of teacher assessment of pupil behaviour, and the contextual speci®city of the data collected:
d the data cannot be assumed to represent child attributes which are necessarily consistent across situations, or even at different times within the same situation; d different raters may legitimately form different perceptions of the child because the child behaves differently in the contexts within which each observer has viewed the child; d different raters may have formed different opinions about the child as a result of their own values and perceptual processes.
If the Scale were designed to function as a reliable clinical index for discriminating between pupils, or for collating sensitive diagnostic pro®les of children, these factors would represent major shortcomings that would invalidate the instrument. However, given that the primary focus of the Scale is to promote school improvement, the subjective nature of judgements and the social constructivist and social interactionist processes through which these judgements are formed, add to, rather than detract from the practical utility of the data. Clearly, it is important that the instrument is deemed to be both reliable and valid within the purpose of its use. Firstly, reliability is essential for any instrument and is a pre-requisite of validity (Robson, 2002) . However, validity is a condition that can only be met according to the paradigm within which the instrument is set (Cohen et al., 2001) . As described above the subjectivist nature of this instrument places the validity ®rmly on the purpose to which it is used rather than the results of the instrument per se. For example, the instrument is valid if it is useful for informing the cycles of individual and group development. In addition, if the instrument is to be used to inform of a pupil's individual progress in the area of emotional and behavioural development then it should also observe other standardized measures of reliability and construct validity. In this instance the validity is con®rmed if the cycle of improvement is enhanced with its use.
Within the interpretivist paradigm, soft data, such as those that would be derived from completion of the Scale in schools, have value in supporting ecologically-based whole systems thinking. Here, Learning Organization theory, developed from the work of Argyris and Schon (1978) , and Senge (1990 Senge ( , 1994 Senge ( , 1999 offers a highly relevant theoretical approach, with its concern with understanding and shaping the organizational structures and cultures which, recursively, shape the capacity of the school as an institution, to learn, and to respond swiftly and intelligently to fastchanging environments, and externally-imposed change. Argyris and Schon (1978) assert that this framework can assist school staff to`extend their capacity for multiple viewing of organizational phenomena, ¼ to tolerate and deal with con¯ict, ¼ and to learn to model good organizational dialectic' (p. 313). This theoretical approach Supporting school improvement 277 allows staff to scrutinize data derived from data collection tools, and to question their meaning. If two teachers have very different perceptions of the same pupils or group, how are these differences to be explained? Is it the case that the pupils' behaviour is indeed different, as a result of different curricular or organizational demands, peer group in¯uences, or the teachers' own personal style and relationships, for example. Such an interrogative, discursive process in which shared meanings of every-day phenomena are constructed collaboratively by members of the staff team, is a critical element in the school improvement process. Additionally, such critical discourses will, over time, strengthen the consistency of judgements made by members of the staff team, leading to improved levels of internal reliability.
Clearly, learning organizations are feedback-dependent and data-driven. Angelides and Ainscow (2000) emphasize that the task of making positive changes in organizations via teacher attitudes and actions should begin by collecting evidence. This offers an opportunity for subsequent scrutiny (where different interpretations and implications of the collected evidence can be considered and reviewed by different stakeholders), prior to deeper levels of questioning of the assumptions behind the different interpretations, as a foundation for development of shared mental models, vision and team learning. Overall, therefore, the subjectivist, interpretivist paradigm and the situated, and potentially diverse nature of teachers' judgements, may be seen as a strength of the Scale, and integral to the process of school improvement which its use is designed to promote within schools as learning organizations.
However, the conceptualization of the present study also employs more traditional, positivist epistemological assumptions. We assume that, in schools which have in place many systems to ensure that staff are competent, and that the environment is regulated by consistently implemented policies, there will be more commonalities than differences in the way in which pupils are viewed by different staff members. Therefore, in the design of the Scale, we were keen to design an instrument that would be capable of producing an acceptable level of inter-rater reliability, and where data could be shown to be giving information about pupil characteristics, rather than predominantly capturing highly idiosyncratic judgements of particular raters. Consequently, during the construction of the scale the researchers drew upon instruments that were already in existence and used behavioural and emotional descriptors that would have some shared meaning for teachers in the classroom. With these broad principles in mind, the Project comprised two phases, which are described below. Phase one describes the development of the scale followed by phase two which describes the main piloting of the scale. 3. An initial version of the behavioural and emotional criteria drafted for use at both primary and secondary levels. 4. The initial version of the criteria was trialled in a Mainstream secondary school.
Project: phase one
The use of a Mainstream school was necessary at this stage since in many EBD schools there are more boys than girls, and further it put the emotional and behavioural criteria into a wider context. Where possible, several teachers rated each child in order to assess the degree of inter-rater agreement. A factor analysis of the ratings to each criterion was undertaken to check how they clustered on speci®c factors, and to indicate redundant criteria or the need for additional items. 5. A series of focus group meetings of practitioners (Special School and Mainstream teachers, Special Educational Advisors, and Educational Psychologists) met to discuss and comment on the draft criteria, which would then be modi®ed as appropriate.
Results

Review of assessment of emotional and behavioural development literature
The review was carried out to ®nd publications (books, journal articles and tests) that included checklists or observational criteria that were intended to measure social and emotional development, or identify emotional and behavioural problems in children.
Relevant sources were identi®ed. In addition, information from the Questionnaire Survey of LEAs (see following section) was incorporated into this review. Four behaviour development checklists of emotional and behavioural development were identi®ed in the literature. The ®rst of these was a behaviour curriculum developed at Trafford Metropolitan Borough Council (Bate & Moss, 1997) . In form and scope the Trafford checklist is similar to the second identi®ed instrument, namely, the Walker-McConnell Scale of Social Competence and School Adjustment, which is used in the USA and also Australia (Walker & McConnell, 1995) . Unlike the Walker-McConnell instrument, the Trafford instrument is easily capable of being used to create a pro®le of development for individual pupils.
Thirdly, a pro®le of primary aged pupils, the Boxall Pro®le (Bennathan & Boxall, 1998) gives a way of assessing the needs of children and their development once intervention has taken place. These scales are limited to the primary age band and describe basic early behaviour patterns. Consequently, they do not re¯ect either normal development or the range of behaviour problems encountered across the full 4±17 continuum.
Finally, Cumbria LEA had produced a developmental behaviour scale aimed principally at primary school pupils. The scale comprised ®ve levels and ten behaviour Supporting school improvement 279 categories including independence and organization, self-image and esteem, motivation, re¯ection/self-control, attention, honesty, co-operation, collaboration, sociability and empathy. The sources identi®ed in this review of assessment instruments together with materials from LEAs, were used to compile an extensive list of behavioural descriptors. The descriptors represented negative aspects of behaviour and were used as a basis for version 1 (see Appendix 1) of the scale (described below).
Findings from the LEA Survey
The questionnaire was sent to all 134 Principal Educational Psychologists in LEAs in England. Forty-four questionnaires were returned. The amount of information provided ranged from very detailed in the case of eight LEAs to less full for the remaining 36.
From the questionnaires it was evident that LEAs used a wide range of both homeproduced and externally published assessment instruments. On the basis of the information obtained, it was found that the most common systematic approaches to assessing social and emotional development in educational settings relied to a large extent on behavioural checklists. However, some LEAs are moving towards models that place more emphasis on the environment, rather than on a de®cit model blaming the child (e.g., Birmingham's Frameworks AssessmentÐBirmingham LEA, 1998) .
Nineteen respondents reported that they employed mainly LEA-produced checklists, nine LEAs utilized published materials when undertaking assessments, ®ve used a mixture of published and LEA-produced materials, and the remainder did not specify their policy.
The majority of the checklists appeared to be used for the purpose of identifying/ con®rming that emotional and behavioural dif®culties (EBDs) are exhibited by a particular child, preparing recommended interventions, and often as part of a statementing process.
The instruments/checklists typically comprised a large number of items, so rendering them very time-consuming for a teacher to administer. A similar constraint also applied to the examples of EBD/classroom management checklists supplied. Very few checklists appeared to be systematically applied with the speci®c aim of monitoring emotional and behavioural development. Trafford and Cumbria were the exception here. Trafford Metropolitan Borough Council supplied evidence of a comprehensive checklist of emotional and behavioural development (see Bate & Moss, 1997) . Trafford's checklist contains 64 items covering peer relations, selfresponsibility/problem solving, emotional control, acceptance of authority, selfworth, classroom conformity and task orientation. Cumbria also provided an extensive checklist for emotional and behavioural development.
Preliminary work on the Emotional and Behavioural Development scaleÐ version 1
Initial structure of the scale was based on the ®nding of Riding and Al-Hajji (2001) who used a 21-item checklist and found that a factor analysis showed that the behaviours could be grouped as three areas of behaviour performanceÐconduct, emotional and learning.
Conduct behaviour has to do with behaviours such as co-operation, lack of physical aggression, respect for property and the belongings of others, freedom from verbal aggression and inappropriate interruption, and regular attendance.
Emotional behaviour is concerned with frequently appearing miserable or content, unhappy or happy, distressed or relaxed, and with respect to anxiety, freedom from unreasonable fear, a lack of unnecessary worry, and a reasonable level of self-con®dence.
Learning behaviour involves activity related to instruction and process skills, for example, a commitment to follow instructions and to complete tasks, making effort to participate in class discussions, concentration and extended attention span, persistence even with more dif®cult tasks, and an apparent interest in school work.
For the scale to be developed there was the need to group the behaviour descriptors that had been found in the LEA checklists and the tests reviewed in the desk research. Thus, descriptors were sorted using the three general categories. Many of the descriptors of problem behaviours were repeated across different checklists. Some items on the original list were excluded from the checklist, as they were not clearly de®ned. For example squirmy, stubborn, masculine, etc. As the rating scale was to be administered mainly by teachers items needed to relate to readily observable behaviour which would be exhibited by children and young people in the school setting, reducing subjectivity as far as possible by ensuring that teacher ratings were based upon samples of observed behaviour.
Once items had been sorted, 21 speci®c behaviour categories were identi®ed under the various headings. From these categories a de®nitive phrase was constructed to describe the negative behaviour and a number of examples of such behaviours were included to clarify further the nature of the category. Positive statements and examples were then constructed for the items. The two poles of undesirable and desirable behaviours were then joined to give a list of 21 bi-polar dimensions of behaviour (see Appendix 1). A seven point rating scale was selected as this offered a range for development but was not so large as to be unmanageable. The type of rating scale used within the instrument was a seven point graphic scale anchored using the description of negative/undesirable behaviour at point one and positive desirable behaviour at point seven (Kline, 1993) . Kline comments that graphic scales such as the one used here are more reliable and easier to use than numerical scales that have a de®nition at each point. Instructions for use of the scale emphasize that the scale should be interpreted in terms of the amount of improvement needed for the pupil to reach point 7 on the scale and that both severity of behaviour and frequency of behaviour should be taken into account.
Initial piloting of scalesÐversion 1
Version 1 of the Emotional and Behavioural Development Scale was given a trial at a
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Mainstream secondary school with 247 Year 9 (13±14 yrs) pupils. A total of 12 teachers from three subject areas (mathematics, religious education and geography) received instructions and an accompanying teacher questionnaire, which asked them to comment on the clarity and relevance of the items. All pupils were rated by at least one teacher.
A factor analysis of the results generally con®rmed the three categories of conduct behaviour, learning behaviour and emotional behaviour. Teacher comment on the scale suggested that it was easy and fairly quick to complete and generally clear.
Focus groups
A series of seven focus groups were prepared to obtain opinion on the factors relevant to the development of the criteria. These groups involved a total of 56 practitioners and experts from all of the English regions. These included Special and Mainstream school teachers, Special Needs advisors and educational psychologists. The membership of the focus groups was drawn from the names of those responding to the LEA survey, nominations by QCA, and others already known to the research team.
The focus groups considered several issues that emerged from this review phase, and these included the following:
(1) Assessment of emotional and behaviour performance. (3) Target-setting (a) How should assessments be interpreted in setting targets? (b) What formative information, or other data, would be likely to help teachers in the interpretation of the assessment? (c) How can teachers be guided in setting realistic targets? (d) What remedial help and support can teachers give to pupils to help them to reach the targets?
The focus group discussions highlighted areas considered important in the development of the assessment. These may be summarized as follows.
The assessment criteria. The criteria used to generate the scale items were perceived to be valid, user-friendly, relevant, and the items were shown to be generally successful. Some modi®cations were identi®ed from the feedback provided by focus groups. Key comments included: Generally the draft assessment criteria (Version 2) were considered satisfactory in terms of their content but would bene®t from the use of positive statements of behaviours within the scale. The need for elaborations of the criteria descriptions to clarify the content, in the form of a related guidance booklet for teachers, was suggested. Some minor alterations to particular items were proposed. The general feeling was that a seven-point de®ned scale would be possibleÐfewer levels would be too restrictive and more would be dif®cult for teachers to complete. With respect to the frequency of assessment, annual pro®ling was thought to be appropriate for most pupils. Moderation was considered to be possible within schools, but dif®cult between schools. Many emphasized the problems of the notion of a developmental scale because of the non-linear nature of behavioural and emotional progress. There was the general feeling that the criteria could be used over a wide age range because teachers would adjust expectation to their own context.
Context. The importance of context was high-lighted and included: There was a strong feeling of the importance of considering behaviour within the whole context of the factors likely to affect behaviour. Factors were seen as including the home, the neighbourhood, peer pressures, the school, and within child factors (gender, intelligence, cognitive style, etc.).
Target-setting. The utility of this assessment was perceived by focus groups to be ®rmly linked in a wider framework of assessment and target-setting. Key comments included: It was felt that the elaboration of the criteria would allow behaviours to be broken down into small stepping stones that could be used to form targets for pupils and teachers to work towards by means of social training and the development of coping strategies. Some groups were concerned to see individual and institutional target-setting integrated.
Application. Greatest criticism or reservation about the rating scale and its development lay with concern about purpose and utility. Much of this concern was expressed in notions of accountability and a political agenda, re¯ecting anxiety
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Scale re®nementÐtowards Version 2
On the basis of the results of the initial trial and the focus group meetings the Emotional and Behavioural Development criteria was further re®ned by: d expressing all the items positively and modifying the content of some items; d the development of extended descriptions of the behaviours; d the use of a six point scale; and d grouping the items into sections to help teachers to focus attention on target-setting.
Version 2 of the rating scale, and the extended description of the behaviours, is given in Appendix 2.
Project: phase two
Sample
The participation of schools was on a volunteer basis, but covered all the English regions with a rural/urban mix. Over 13,000 rating scales and nearly 900 teacher packs were sent to a total of 60 EBD schools, 10 Severe Learning Dif®culties/ Moderate Learning Dif®culties (SLD/MLD) schools and 75 Mainstream schools.
Since participation in the trial was voluntary, schools were free to select pupils, subjects and teachers as was convenient to them. The number of pupils rated by a school ranged from around 20 to several hundred. Responses were received from 99 schools and scored appropriately. The schools were grouped as EBD Schools (including EBD day and/or boarding, both single and mixed sex, and pupil referral units), SLD/MLD Schools, and Mainstream Schools. The data available are shown in Table 1 .
Instrument/materials
The rating scale used a six point scale which was scored from 0 to 5, with 5 being the best behaviour, ( Not at all , 0; Rarely , 1; Sometimes , 2; Fairly often , 3; Often , 4; Always , 5). This gave a score of 35 for each behaviour group and a total maximum score of 105 for the whole scale.
The rating scale was accompanied by an elaborated description of each behaviour 284 M. Grimley et al. Supporting school improvement 285 with some speci®c examples of that behaviour and was intended to give raters a better understanding of the behaviours described in the rating scale (for example, see Appendix 3(b)).
Procedure
The work in this Phase comprised: The revised criteria were trialled using a large sample, of both geographic area and school type (EBD, SLD/MLD and Mainstream). Pupils were assessed over a wide age range including infant, junior and secondary. Schools were contacted about trials and materials were dispatched. Each school received instructions for administering the scales (instructions for teachers, evaluation forms, extended descriptions of the behaviours, teacher and a school details form). Teachers were instructed to complete the instrument by considering the behaviour of the speci®ed pupil over the last three months and asked to try to complete all the forms for a particular class or group in one sitting. Further, they were asked to read through and understand the elaborations (given on a separate form) for each item on the checklist before attempting to complete the checklists.
Results
Initially, this section considers the properties of the items included within the behaviour rating scale and behaviour sub-scales, including a principal components factor analysis which considers how well the different items ®t within each sub-scale (conduct, emotion, learning). Also, the extent to which items overlap is also considered. These together form the basis of further development of the scale to form a ®nal version. Finally, some preliminary reliability and validity data is given, however, these would be initial indicators only due to the scale being in the development stages rather than trialled as a ®nal version; further discussion of this will be continued in the discussion section.
Item analysis
With respect to the range of ratings, all points were used for some pupils for some items, including the lowest of 0 not at all, suggesting that even this lowest point should be included. All means were around 3.5 T 0.4 and had similar standard deviations and the same minimum and maximum of 0 and 5. Means would therefore correspond to the category between Fairly often and Often for a behaviour, and may be considered satisfactory.
A principal components factor analysis with Varimax Rotation was performed on the data and this showed three factors with a high Eigenvalue above 0.9. This generally con®rmed the division of the scale into the three factors of conduct , learning and emotional behaviour, as shown below and accounted for 84% of the variance, (see Table 2 ). In addition, the correlations between the items were calculated.
Conduct behaviour items. Items 1±7 all loaded most highly on the factor labelled conduct. However, items 3 and 4 correlated highly (r=0.91) suggesting a degree of overlap. Further, item 7 correlated very uniformly with the other items in this group (r ranged from 0.80 to 0.84) suggesting a possible lack of differentiation.
Emotional behaviour items. Items 10, 11, 12 and 13 all loaded most highly on the emotional behaviour factor. However, item 8 loaded most highly on learning behaviour and items 9 and 14 on conduct behaviour. Items 13 and 14 correlated highly (r=0.87) to show a degree of duplication.
Learning behaviour items. All items in the group loaded most highly on the learning factor. A cluster of items (15, 16, 17 and 18) all correlated highly with one another (r=0.88 to r=0.92), and again showed a high degree of overlap.
Scale reliability
Cronbach's alpha was calculated for each 7 item scale (conduct, emotion, learning) and each scale was shown to be reliable with alpha scores of 0.97, 0.95 and 0.97 respectively, well above the recommended value of 0.8. Supporting school improvement 287
In addition, inter-rater reliability was assessed for conduct, emotion, learning and overall scores. These rating scores were taken from a sub-group of the total sample who had been assessed by more than one teacher. This sub-group comprised secondary aged pupils (years 7±11) only because primary aged pupils tended only to be taught by one class teacher. Clearly pupil behaviour will vary from classroom to classroom and subject to subject and will have an impact on the ratings given by particular teachers. To reduce the impact of this cross-subject rating, ratings taken in Mathematics and English were selected as these subjects had the highest number of inter-rater completions and were regarded as similar in academic content as opposed to comparing mathematics and woodwork. These inter-rater reliability ratings were also further delineated by school type (Mainstream, EBD and MLD). The results of these inter-rater reliability correlations averaged across pairs of raters are presented in Table 3 .
It can be seen from the inter-rater reliability coef®cients in Table 3 that the interrater reliability for all of the scales when calculated across all of the school types was particularly high, ranging from 0.64±0.78 even though the teachers were rating across different subject areas (Maths vs English). However, when the data was split into different school types (EBD, Mainstream, MLD) reliability was good for Mainstream and EBD however, ratings for MLD schools were poor with coef®cients ranging from 0.03±0.45. If the inter-rater reliability coef®cients are calculated using only Mainstream and EBD schools improved ratings are obtained and are as follows: Conduct=0.81 (238), Learning=0.69 (235), Emotion=0.71 (236) and Total Rating=0.79 (230).
Scale validity
If the scale produces valid assessment of behaviour, then the distributions should be different for the different types of schools and different between genders. Clearly, the scales should be able to differentiate between overall scores for pupils within an EBD setting and those in a Mainstream setting. Additionally, it would be anticipated that females would be rated better behaviourally than males (Cooper et al., 1991; MacMillan et al., 1996; Cole et al., 1998; Loo & Rapport, 1998) . Means and 95% con®dence intervals are reported for EBD, Mainstream and MLD/SLD schools and for males and females in Table 4 . Table 4 illustrates that ratings for EBD schools for conduct, learning and emotion are lower than the ratings for MLD/SLD schools, which are in turn lower than mean ratings for Mainstream schools. Note that the 95% con®dence interval mean ranges do not overlap for the different school types, suggesting that the mean ratings for the different sub-scales do in fact decline from Mainstream to MLD/SLD to EBD settings.
In addition, females were rated as better behaved than males for each of the subscales (conduct, emotion, learning) with no overlap between the 95% con®dence intervals.
Modi®cations and ®nal version of the scales
Item changes
The trial of the 21 items suggested that some items did not differ greatly from one another and that consequently a slightly shorter scale would be just as effective. Further, it is plausible to suggest that an abbreviated scale might be easier to use for its primary purpose of setting targets for school improvement. The shorter scale would have the advantage, particularly for Mainstream teachers, of being slightly quicker to complete, and also of identifying more speci®cally different areas. In addition, from the teacher evaluation, descriptors mentioned by teachers that would ®t into a category were added. The following changes were made to the scale.
Conduct behaviour section. Items 3`Only interrupts appropriately' and 4`Seeks attention appropriately' were merged because they correlated highly (r=0.91) to be, Only interrupts and seeks attention appropriately'. Item 7,`Observes school and teacher rules', was criticized by teachers as being too general. It correlated uniformly at r=0.80 to 0.84 with the others in the section, and was removed. 
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Emotional behaviour section. Item 8, which correlated more highly with the learning items than the emotional behaviour ones, was removed. Item 9,`Has empathy', which loaded with the learning items, was modi®ed in the elaboration to emphasize the emotional aspect of its intended nature. Items 13,`Is emotionally stable', and 14,`Shows good self-control' which correlated highly (r=0.87) were merged, to give,`Is emotionally stable and shows self-control'.
Learning behaviour section. The cluster of items (15, 16, 17 and 18) which all correlated highly with one another (r=0.88 to r=0.92), and showed a high degree of overlap, were modi®ed by merging items 15,`Is attentive', and 16,`Has an interest in school work', and items 17,`Good learning organization', and 18, Shows perseverance in learning', and making changes to make them more distinctive. Thus the intention was to make (15 and 16), different in emphasis from (17 and 18). The revised versions were,`Is attentive. Has an interest in school work', and`Good learning organization'.
Discussion
Analysis of the ®nal trial data shows that the items can be clustered under the three headings of conduct, emotion and learning as originally suggested. Additionally, all items showed satisfactory means and ranges demonstrating that the items were suitable for all age ranges and school types. Where items correlate more than r=0.87 and they thus share more than 75% of the variance of an item there is concern that the item is not suf®ciently different from others in what it assesses, and that there is a degree of redundancy. It is normally desirable for reasons of reliability to have more than one item assessing a particular behaviour; however, this con¯icts with the aim of reducing the size of the instrument to allow teachers to complete them quickly and with the minimum of disruption. Further, it is plausible to suggest that an abbreviated scale might be easier to use for its primary purpose of setting targets for school improvement. Results indicate that Version 2 of the scale has good internal consistency and that inter-rater reliability is good. Therefore, it seems reasonable to reduce the items to a minimum for ef®ciency of completion. Generally the individual items assess different aspects of behaviour, but merging, modifying or deleting some items could attain some improvement.
The validity of Version 2 of the scale is supported by trends that show that the distributions are different for different types of schools with EBD institutions showing the lowest scores, followed by SLD/MLD and with Mainstream showing the highest scores. This suggests that the EBD teachers adopted normal population standards when rating pupils so that their behaviour relative to Mainstream pupils was reasonably accurately re¯ected.
Additionally, females were rated as better behaved than males in line with other studies (e.g., Cooper et al., 1991; MacMillan et al., 1996; Cole et al., 1998; Loo & Rapport, 1998) . As might be expected, there was least gender difference for emotional behaviour, and most for conduct behaviour. Additionally, scale reliability was shown to be high re¯ected by a high Cronbach's alpha score. However, such scale reliability and validity measures should be viewed cautiously as the scales were further modi®ed as a result of the main trial ®ndings, thus producing essentially a different scale (Version 3) that may be very different in terms of its reliability and validity.
Although inter-rater reliability (for Version 2) is good there is some inconsistency within SLD/MLD ratings with the learning and emotion sub-scales showing very low inter-rater coef®cients. The reason for this may be because learning and emotion are particularly dif®cult behaviours to assess within the SLD/MLD environment, whereas conduct behaviour is much easier to judge, as re¯ected in the higher conduct coef®cient of 0.45 compared to 0.06 and 0.03 for learning and emotion. In the light of these reliability ®ndings it might be appropriate to suggest that the instrument is only suitable for Mainstream and EBD settings or for the instrument to be restricted to conduct items for SLD/MLD pupils.
Throughout the processes of design and consultation, the potential risk of misuse of the Scale was a recurrent theme. In the use of the scales in the assessment and identi®cation of emotional and behavioural development, the importance of sensible and sound interpretation cannot be overstated. One aspect of this is that the whole context needs to be taken into account when interpreting the scale. In the past, education has tended to go through phases of being too narrow in its explanation of behaviour. It has progressively blamed the child, blamed the family, blamed the school, and blamed society. In reality all of these will have an effect and where possible, an approach that addresses all of them will be the most effective.
The project has produced a method of assessing behaviours, which has the useful potential to inform professional practice in the setting of targets for further emotional and behavioural development and for strategies in supporting school improvement (QCA, 2001) . However, to be effective it needs to be used in a professional manner, with care taken to control for con®rmatory bias or equating low scores with de®cits in the child's capacity for development.
Scores re¯ect teacher perceptions and judgements, rather than pupil attributes per se. Their primary value is to promote critical and re¯ective debate within schools, focussing on the school environment, and ways in which practices can be developed in order to promote improved opportunities for pupils' social and emotional growth. Repeated measures taken at regular intervals (e.g. yearly) will then allow schools to review the effectiveness of these practices, and become increasingly skilful in their endeavour to manage children's school experience in ways which maximize the emotional and behavioural development of all pupils.
It is recognized that the piloting of the instrument had a number of methodological weaknesses, namely, that piloting in the initial stages did not use a range of pupils but was constrained to Mainstream Year 9, and that piloting in Phase 2 used opportunity sampling methods rather than a systematic or randomized sampling procedure. This is clearly an area for concern and future research should concentrate on establishing the instrument's reliability and validity through more stringent sampling conditions.
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In addition, it would be bene®cial to extend testing to pupil completion to establish validity claims further.
The QCA publication (2001) presents an introductory summary of how initial approaches to school improvement might be adopted using the scale. Feedback from focus groups during the project and following the publication of the scale by the QCA revealed that several LEAs and many schools are using the assessment in creative ways as a means of developing a monitoring discourse of the kind described in the early part of this article. It is to be hoped that further development of the scale and more particularly its use in school effectiveness planning will secure emotional and social development as extrinsic aspects of curriculum management in the school setting.
Conclusion
The resulting instrument meets the original aims of being simple and quick to complete, which is very important if it is to be completed by teachers of relatively large teaching groups. However, it should be emphasized that the instrument is not intended to be used as a diagnostic tool, but to indicate potential process targets (see Kelly, 2001) for improvement using the cyclical target-setting and school improvement (DfEE, 1998) . Further, it is regarded as a useful tool for providing a basis for a strategic discourse between staff for planning approaches to the emotional and behavioural development of students in school.
The ®nal version of the scale with 15 items is shown in Appendix 3(a). It comprises three categoriesÐConduct, Emotional and Learning BehaviourÐwith ®ve items in each. The rating is scored out of a total of 75 with 25 per category. Space has been added for a separate description of any other problems. In addition the elaborated descriptions of the individual items is also shown (Appendix 3(b)).
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